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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {continued)

Comment

numbear

Comments
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FH-1

FH=2

FH=3

STATEMENT OF R, LEWIS SHaw, P,E,

South Carolina Department of Health
and Environmental Control
2600 Buii Street
Columbla, S.C. 29201

November 14, 1983

Mr, M,J. Sires

Ass{stant Manager for Health, Safety and Environment
DOE, Savannah River Operations Office

Post Offlce Box A

Afken, South Carolfna 2980t

Re: Comments on draft EIS.
Dear Mr, S{res:
This office has completed its review of the Draft EIS5 for
restart of L-Reactor, dated September 1983, In this
connect{on, the Department offers the following comments from
various program areas for your consi{deration,

Bureau of Solf{d and Hazardous Wastes Management,

1. Page 4-22, A parmit should be required for disposal of
sludge from the sanitary waste treatment plant (n the sludge
pft near Central Shops area, | assume no other waste (s
hand led here,

2, Page 4-37, Are any lliquids handled {n the low level waste
burfal area? Radfologtcal Health should be directly involved

with this area I(n light of thelr expertence at Chem-Nuclear (n
Barnwell,

3, Page 5-4, It appears from ground-water monitoring data
that the seepage basins (n the F and H areas (fuel fabrication)
have already contaminated ground water above |PDWS for Hg,
These basins are under (nterim status as hazardous waste

The disposal of studge from the sanftary waste treatment plant
{s covered under the Clean Water Act, The sludge pft was (n
operatfon in 1979 when a constructfon permit was reguested from
SCDHEC under the provisions of the Clean Water Act, A
rasubmittal of this permit request was made (n eartly 1984,

No liquids containfng radicactivity are burifed fn the
low-level-vaste burial ground,

The State of South Carolfna has beaen not(f{ed about the nature
and extent of ground-water contamination resulting from the use
of seepage basins [n F-, H~, and M~-Areas., A ground-water
monltoring report fs submitted quarterly to SCDHEC. In
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Comment Commants Responses
number
faci{lities. Owners and operators of such factlitles are add{tion, SCDHEC has Just comptated (ts review of the SRP
required to: "Ground-Water Protection Impiemantation Plan,” This action
plan will be the subject of a separate NEPA review, The
a, Notify, tn writing, the State within seven (7) days of continued use of the F- and H-Area seepage basins I{s bolng
such finding; evaluated and this topic will be coverad (n the separate NEP
b, Oetermine the cause, {f poss(ble, and; review of tha SRP "Ground-Water Protection implementatfon
¢. Datermine the extent or potential of contam{nation and Plan,"
discontinue GP%I"G"’#O" until the nnnar-fmnn‘i' datarminas what
action is to be taken, Also see the responses to comments DA-6 and DA-'I./
In 1fght of the above, the Department cannot concur with any
incremantal {ncrease of Hg levels (n the ground water. The EIS
states that the Increased level of Hg (n the ground water is
estimated to be 0,008 ppm,
FH-4 4, Page 5-6, Coal ash disposal activities should be permitted Coal ash disposal activities are regulated by the Resource
by the State, Conservation and Recovery Act of which activities controlled by
the Atom{c Energy Act are exempt, Therefore, these activities
F are not subject to state permitting under RCRA. Also see the
wn response to comment FH-1, DOE pract{ces w{ll be compatible
S Bureau of Rad{olog(cal Health, with SC requirements,
Paragraph 4,1.2,1
FH-5 I+ (s stated that there will be "more frequent" target dfs- More fraequent target discharges anticipated from L-Reactor
charge from the L-Reactor than from the other operating reac- (Section 4,1,2,1 of the £1S) will not make a dlfference (n the
tors., Wiil the i{ncreassd activity mokes & qualitativs differ- leve! of satety of reactor operations, The raleases of radio-
ence in the level of safety of the reactor operations? Has the acti{vity from L-Reactor and assoclafed support facliitles are
{ncreased level of oparations been raflected (n the dose pro— based on the planned opsrating mode of the reactor, UDose pro-
Jections gfven in Appendix BT In partlcular, (s (t reflected Jections (n Appendix B are based on these anticipated releasas
{n the {ncremental effacts of the L-Reactor compared to the and are reflected (n the [ncremental effacts of L-Reactor as
overal! emissfons of the Plant? compared to the overall emiss{ons of the plant,
Paragraph 4,1.2,2
FH-6 Has any cons{deration been glven to reducing the discharge of The source of most of the +ritium expected to be discharged

+ritium from the discharge basins (nto Steel Creek? What are
the alternatives?

from L-Reactor to seepage basins (s the purge water from the
disassembly basin, The disassembly basin (s the location where
fuel and target elemants are temporarily stored following dis-
charge from the reactor. Trit(um and other radionuclides are
carried (nto the disassembly basin as process water adhering to
fusl and target assemblies and as water of hydratfon (n
aluminum oxide on the assembiies, DOE has Implemented measures
to minimize carryover of contaminated moderator to the
di{sassembly tasin,
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FH-7

FH=8

FH=9

Have any mod{ffcat{ons to the fuel chargfng and discharging
machine been required as a result of the recent [(nc{dent during
which an (rrad{ated fue! element was stuck between the reactor
and the discharge canal for several hours? Are the conclusions
of this section still valld?

Paragraph G,5,5

Are the P{l!{nger and Marter {1982) dose conversfon factors
comparahble to the dose conversion factors In Reg Guifde 1,1097
Are they comparable to other standard dose conversion factors?

Paragraph H,2

Have the size and shape of ingestfon planning zones been calcu-
lated?

The S5tate will determine what areas should be fncluded (n any
emargency planning zones [n order to provide a level of protec-
+lon which (s comparable to that provided by EPZs around com-
mercfal power plants, Given that State agenci{es have no direct
control over Plant operations, we are necessarily dependent on

Alternative methods of disposal of disassembly basin water are
dascribed in Sectfon 4,4.3 of the EIS. The methods cons{dered
warea:

o Discharge fo seepage basins
o Direct discharge to Stee! Creek
o Evaporation of tritium fo the atmosphere

o Detritiation of reactor moderator, the source of the
tritium,

No mod{fications were made; none were required. The safety
system functlioned as desfgned, The conclusions (n the section
are valld,

The dose conversion factors of Pl||lnger and Marter (1982) are
the same as those described {n Reg, Guide 1,109, However, the
tactors were obtalned from a more recent Nuclear Regulatory
Comm{ssion publication, (.,9,, G. R, Hoenes and J. K. Soldaft,
®Age-Spec(flc Radlat(on Dose Commftment Factors for a One-Year
Chron{c Intake," U,S, Nuclear Reguliatory Commission NUREG-0712,
(1977,

The Ingestion pathway EPZ dlscussion has been expanded in the
EIS. The zone now [ncludes a corridor 2 km wide dowh the
Savannah River, the Port Wentworth water service area, the
Savannah River delta and the Beaufort-Jaspar Countles Water
Authority area {essenti{ally all of Beaufort and Jasper
Countles),
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information from Piant officlals [n order to determine a basis
for planning and to recommend protective actfons (n the event
of an acclident., Will a #ifty-mile fngestion EPZ provide an
adequate margin of safety?

Appendix J

The list of Studfes (n Progress Includes several f{ssues which
have concerned the Department. What progress has been made
toward fnstalling systems to reduce or pravent emisstons of
noble gasses? Are methods to reduce tritium releases avall-
able? What alternat{ves exist to the present system of dls-
charge to Steel Creek {and other Plant streams)?

Alternatives to fmprove the exi(sting SRP afrborne act{vi{ty con-
finement system are discussed in Section 4,4,1 of the EIS.
Studies In progress for all the alternat{ves except low temper-
ature adsorption are afmed at the developmant of more accurate
cost estimates and measures of ef factiveness of the alterna-
tives, Experimental research (s In progress to determine the
ef tectivenass and feastbflity of *he low temperature adsorption
tachnique, Approximately two years wl(ll| be requfred to com-
plete the axperimental program.

A moderator detrit{ation facflilty to reduce tritlum releases {s
dfscussed in Section 4,4.5 of The £i1S5. In Sectrion 4,4,.4,
alternative disposal methods for disassembly basin purge water
are discussed. Alternatives (nclude direct discharge to seep-
age basin, evaporation, discharge to Steel Creek, and moderator
detritiation.

Conclus(on
The Draft 15 contains {nformation about the releass of radle- Further reductions are always possible at some price, e,g.,
active materfal from routine operations and from acc{dents, dollars, efficliency, and productfon, All timely, cost-

The analys(s of projected doses to members of the public Is
consf{stent with similar calculati{ons of the Bureau, On the
other hand, there {s less (nformation to compel the conclusion
that the proposed actlion can only be done {n one way, The
Bureau concurs that the operatfons, as described, wi(li probably
not result In excessive exposures outsi{da the Plant boundary,
although we are not convinced that further reductions are
fmposs(ble,

effective alternatives have been conslidered i{n preparing
L~Reactor for operatfon,
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number
Bureau of Water Pollution Control,
FH=12 t, The dfrect discharge to Steel Creek {reference case) Is and Section 4.4,2 of the EIS, which discusses cooling-water m{ti{ga-

would continue to be a tharmal vi(olatfon of the State water
quality standards,

2, The once-through spray canal system would result [n cooling
the discharge by only 3°C (5,4°F) before entering Steel Creek,
This system would cause a thermal violation of the State water
quallty standards (n Steel Creek, Wetlands and habitat would
stilt be reduced, as per the dlrect discharge.

3. The small {mpoundments=rubble dams system utilizes a serfes
of small dams on Steel Creek for cooling and, hence, is no dif-
ferent from the direct discharge alternatve except that the
water (s cooler by the ftime (t reaches the Savannah Rfver
Swamp, Water quallty standards would st(ll be violated In

Steel Creek. Hablitat reduction would be sfgnlficant,

4, The small (mpoundments - 500-acre lake system would utflfze
largar lakes on Steel Creek than the rubble dam alternative but
the water gualfty standards would bs viclated {n Steel Creek,
Habttat reductfon would be slanificant.

5. Once-through cooling by diversion to Pen Branch would
result fn no tharmal {mpact upon Stee! Creek, Howaver, (T
would [mpact the upper unaffected reaches of Pen Branch, This
would " solve" L-Reactor's problem (n regard to Stee! Creek but
tt would Jjust transfer fo another creek system, Water qualfty
standards would be violated In Pen Branch.

6, Tha lake-canal diversfon to Pen Branch would use 2 lake on
Steei Creek for first cooiing, then send it over to Pen

Branch, Water qual{ty standards would be violated (n Steel
Creek and Pen Branch, Lake temperature would be greater than
90°F,

7. The 500-acre lake or rubble dams combined with spray cool~
fng would st{l{ use Steel Creek for cooling purposes and water
quality standards would be viclated In Steel Creek,

tion alternatives, has been revised based on public comments
recelved on the draft EIS, Specffically, Section 4,4,2 has
been revised to provide a detafled discussion of additlional
comb{natfons of varlous cooling-water systems, Section 4.,4,2,
each of the cooling~water mitigation systems (s evaluated for
attainfng the thermal discharge lim(ts of the S5tate of South
Carolina, Section 4.4,2 and a revised Appendfx 1, Floodplain/
Wetland Assessment, dfscuss the wetland impacts of each of the
systems consldered,

The Department of Energy has been reviewing and evaiuating
alternative coolling-water systems for L-Reactor, Based on
these revfews and evaluat(fons, and consuitat{ons with repre-
sentat{ves of the State of South Carolina regarding a mutually
agreed-upon complfance approach, a preferred coollng-water mit-
fgation alternative (s f(dentified {n this EIS, This preferred
coollng~-water alternati{ve s to construct a 1000-acre lake be-
fora L-Reactor resumes operatfon, to redesfgn the reactor out-
fall, and to operate L-Reactor In a way that assures a balanced
biological community {n the lake, The Record of Decision pre-
pared by the Department on this EIS will state the coolling-
water mitigation measures that will be taken which will aliow
L-Reactor operatfon to bes {n complfance with the condltlons of
an NPDES permit to be fssued by the State of South Carolina,
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8, The mechanfca) draft recirculating cooling towers alterna-
+{ve would not meet the 90°F stream temperature Ifmlt, thus,
water qualify standards would be violated i{n Steel Creek, But
lswﬁawwrmﬂacmHmfwwcmMmdﬂmaswwcmﬂ
system alternative (not evaluated) would meet State standards.
The delta 5°F criterfa might not be met though, owing to the

flows involved,

g, The cooling towar (once~through) with pipeitne to the
Savannah River Swamp (Steel Creek Delta) alternatfve could be
an approvable alternative {n that water qual(ty standards would
bo met and only a "minor" i(mpact on wetlands would occur,

10, Recirculat{on through creation of L-Pond would use 5teel
Cresk for cooling purposes and would violate the State water
quality standards,

11. Recirculatfon through KAL Pond created by the damming of
Steel Creek, Pan Branch, and ind{an Grave Branch would stili
violate water quality standards for these streams,

12. Recirculation through creation of High-lLevel Pond would
{nvolve the damming of Pen Branch and would violate water qual-

{ty standards in the stream and have a dtscharge from the pond
of higher than 34°C (94°F),

13, Reci{rculatfon through PAR Pond would lead to increased
thermal strass on tha fish in PAR Pond and fncrease (ts summer
temperature to over 90°F, thus violating water qualfty
standards,

14, The direct discharge with fi{sh management alternative
merites of f* Steel Creek and simply uses restocking Savannah
River fish as a means of replacing the Steel Creek environment,

15, Direct discharge with power reductfon would st{il lead to
ménimum discharge temperature of 40°C (104°F) to Steel Creek.
Water quallty standards would be violated.
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If you have any questions regarding these comments, ploase
contact us,

Yery truly yours,

R. Lewlis Shaw, P,E,
Assistant Deputy Commlssioner
Environmental Qual{ty Control

YHG-H
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STATEMENT OF JAMES A, TIMMERMAN, JR,

South Carolfna
wWiidlife & Marine
Resources Department

November 14, 1983

Mr. M,J. Sires, 1l

Asststant Manager

Healith, Safety & Environment
Department of Energy

Savannah Rfver Operations Office
P, O, Box A

Atken, S, C, 29801

Re: Draft EIS = L=Reactor Operatfon, Savannah River
Piant, Atksn, S.C.

Dear Mr, Sires:

Personnel of the South Carolina Wfldl(fe and Mar{ne Resources
Department have reviewed the Draft Environmentail Impact
Statement - L-Reactor Operatlion, Savannah River Plant and of fer
the follow{ng commants,

The Draft EIS adequately describes the exfsting environmental
conditlons and the axpected impacts on fish and wildiife
rasources from the restart of the L—Reactor, Thase (mpacts are
summarfzed as follows:

eeesWithdrawal of 4% of the average annual riverfliow, and
7% of the 7-day, 10~year low flow ot the Savannah
River,

esssontratnment of 7,7 million fish eggs and 7,6 milllon
fish larvae annually.
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Fi-1

eessdestruction of approxtmately 730 acres of watland
habltat [n Steel Creek and the Savannah Rlver swamp,

eaeedn additfonal loss of 7 to 10 acres of wetland
annual ly,

cessgrowth of the Stee! Creek delta at a rate of 3
acres/year,

sesefostricted access by fishes to approximately 2,500
acras of wetlands as a result of the therma! plume,

snssreloase of radiocesium to the aquatic environment and
the potential contamlnation of downstream fish,
shellfish and other organisms,

Thus, (t (s apparent from the data presented (n the DEIS that
the restart of the L-Reactor as proposed will have a signifi-
cant adverse {mpact on fish and wildl{fe resources in the
project vicinity,

The DEIS states that "Studles during the last two decades have
Indfcated that no major changes f{n aquati{c speclies {n the
Savannah Rfiver have occurred as the resuilt of operations of
SRP," The studfes conducted by the Academy of Natural Sclences
of Philadelphfa and reported fn Thermal! Effects on the Savannah

River (October 23, 1981), state fthat "from This sfudy of fhe
specles which have been collected since 1951 {n the vicinity of
the Savannah River Plant, there was no definite evidence that
the add{tfon of heat, efther by Four Mfle Creek or by Steel
Creek, has been detrimental to the aquatic commun(ties at our
Stations 3 and 5. Because each of these stations were located
about 6 mfles downstream from the source of heated effluent
(Four Mile Creek and Steel Creek), the effects ot the heated
plumes were not studied, The stations were beyond the area
where a plume ef fect might have been damaging." The report
also found that there were substant{al shifts {n aquatic spe-—

rlas =k 4+h
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Aquatic ecologlcal mon(toring studfies have bsen expanded\to
Include areas and quant(tative studles of representative
aquatic species, These studies are dascribed fn Chapter 6 of
the EIS, In additlon, further studies will be (mplemented\as
part of the comprehensive cocling-water program,
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Commant Comments Responses
number

but that these shifts could not be definitely related to

(mpacts caused strictly by temperature effects, It also

appears that no evaluation was mada of potential impacts on

population levels of (mportant aquatic specfes,

Fi=2 When the cumulat{ve I{mpacts of the SRP cperations are The cumutlative ef facts of atl SRP operatlons are addressed In
cons {dered, the poputations of aquatic organisms could be Sections 5.2.4 and 5,2,5 of the EIS, DOE {s conducting thermal
advarsely Impacted. Aoproximately 19% of all fish agas and mitlgation studles to select cooling-water systems for the
tarvae passing the SRP (ntakes would be entrafned and currently operating SRP reactors (K and C) to ef fect mitigation
destroyed, Approximately 1,600 acres of wetlands (n the of the environmental effects of thermal discharges from these
corridors of the thermally (mpacted streams would be adversely reactors,
impacted, as well as 5,000 acres of the ad]acent Savannah River
swamp, Therefore, the extent of the adverse {mpacts on fi{sh
and wildlife resources {s much greater when the ent{re SRP
operations are considered.

Fl=3 The DEIS conslders the restart of the L—Reactor, as scheduled, Sect fon 2,1 describes production options to the L-Reactor;

to be the only viable aiternatfve that will produce the
quanti{ty of weapons mater{a! desired on the time schedulae
desf{red, We do not feel that this fs a proper approach to the
evatuation of potentlial alternatives, and more consideration
should be gfven to the other productifon alternatlives,

this section has been expanded,

The DOE has analyzed all possible full-productton optlons;
basfcally, the only optlon to the L-Reactor to produce equiva-
lent amounts of ptutontum {s another production reactor,
Exlsting product(on reactors were cons{dered, as was a new pro-
ductfon reactor, A new production reactor was dismissed
bocause |t would have no effect on the near-term need for plu-
tonilum, which the L-Reactor restart will satisfy,

In additfon to full-productton optfons, Chapter 2 also analyzes
partfal-production options (1) from the standpoint of offset-
ting the plutonfum production that would be lost {f the
L-Reactor restart ls detayed because mitigati{on alternatives
are being (mplementad and (2} as an alternative to the
L-Reactor (tseif, The potential combinations of partial-
productfon optlions that provide the greatest materfal produc-
tilon still) provide only a smal) fraction of the needed defense
mater{als that could be produced by L-Reactor.
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Fi-4

FI=5

A number of alternatives ware presented as possible mitigation
measures for the adverse {mpacts resutting from the restart of
the L-Reactor. However, [t s clear that these miti{gation
alternatives are Intended to be after-tha-fact measures to com-
pensate for resource losses, We belfeve that they should be
gfven full conslideration as means of avoiding adverse [mpacts
prior to the restart of the L-Reactoer,

While a variety of possible mitigation measures are discussed,
the DE1S does not propose that any of these alternatfves bs (m
plemented., In fact, we do not believe that any of the pre—
sented alternatives will adequately mftigate for wetland and
fish and wildlife losses resulting from the restart of the
L=Reactor with once-through coocifng as proposed,

Therefora, wa would have to recommend that an appropriate
cooling-water alternative {(,q,, cooling towers, etc.) be
implemented prior to the restart of the L-Reactor as a means of
avol{ding the adverse (mpacts on fish and wildlife resources and
that appropriata f{sh stocking bo conducted to mitigate for
fishaery losses from entrainment and (mplngement,

Sinceraly,

James A, Timmerman, Jr,
Executive Director

JAT r/sa

Secttion 4.4,2 of the E15, which discusses cooling-water mitiga—
tion alternatfves, has been revised based on public comments
recatved on the draft EIS, Speclfically, Sectlon 4,4,2 has
been revised to provide a detafled discussion of additional
combinations of varlous cooling-water systems, In Section
4,4,2, each of the cooling-water mitigatfon systems (s
evaluated for attaining the thermal discharge limfts of the
State of South Carolina, Section 4,4,2 and a revised Appendix
|, Floodplain/Wetland Assessment, dfscuss the wetland (mpacts
of each of the systems considered,

The Departmant of Energy has been reviewing and evaluating
alternative coolfng-water systems for L-Reactor., Based on
these reviews and evaluations, and consuitations with repre—
sentatives of the State of South Carolina regarding a mutuall
agreed upon compllance approach, a preferred cocling-water
mitigation atternative {s (dentified In this EIS. The Record
of Decisfon prepared by the Department on Th{s EIS will state
the cooling-water mitfgation measures that witl be taken which
wil! allow L-Reactor operation to be fn compliance with th
cond(tions of an NPDES parmit to be fssued by the State
South Carolina.

Comment and recommendatfon noted, The Record of Decision pre-
pared by DOE on this EIS will state any mitigative measures,
tncluding cooling-water mitigation alternatf{ves, that will be
taken, DOE has commftted to attain acceptable compllance for
alt major thermsl discharges at SRP,
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STATEMENT OF DR, E. W. MURBACH

| am Wesley Murbach, | am a res{dant of Afken,

Based on what you safd, my comments are probably not really (n
order, Howaver, it Is my understanding, from what we've sald

sarliaem +hat +tha | HDaamdbne hae hoan aAanaratad $ar uvaare o wa
SAT IS8T, THAaYT TAg LeRS3LCTor B485 O99n Cperatsasit YOU Yyears, 58 wo

should have a good [dea what the environmental {mpact Is,
Therefore, 1 think thfs document ({indicating) fs far more than
adequate,

1'd just like to go on record as a taxpayer that | think we
spent far too much money on this sort ot thing, | realfze I'm
probably a vofce cryfng fn the wilderness, but as to the
cradentfals, | was fnvolved fn our environmental study fn 1947,
so | feel | know something about the environment, too,

Thank you.

Comments noted,
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STATEMENT OF BRUCE BLANCHARD
United States Department of the Interfor
Oftice of the Secretary
Washington, 0,C, 20240
ER=-83/1211 Nov 28 1983
Ass{stant Manager for Health,
Safety and Environment

Savannah River QOperations Office

Afken, South Carofina 29801

Dear Mr, Sires: '

Thank you for the letter of September 12, 1983, transmitting

coples of the Depariment of Energy's (DOE) draft environmental

{mpact statemant for the L-Reactor Operation, Savannah R{ver

Plant (SRP), Afken County, South Carolfna, Our comments are

presented according to the format of the statement or by

sublect,

Fish and Wild!{fe Resources

FK=1 The draftt statement clearly and accurately addresses basaline Section 4,4,2 of this final EIS has been ravised to provide a

fish and wtidl{fe resource conditfons and anticipated fndfvid~ discussfon of a number of additional combinatfon of potential

ual and cumulative adverse {mpacts arising from the base case thermal mitigation measures, Based on the review and evalua-

and a host of alternat{ve measures, It (s clear that the (den- tion of these alternatfves, and consulatfons with representa-

tifted preferred alternative, operating L-Reactor with direct tives of the State of South Carolina regarding a mutually

discharge of cooling water Into Steel Creek and subsequent agreed upon complfiance approach, a preferred coolfng-water mit-]

mi{tigation measures, will result (n signfficant Impacts to fish fgat{on alternative (s fdentifled {n thfs EIS, This preferred

and wildl{fe resources, cooling-water alternative s to construct a 1000-acre lake ba-
fore L-Reactor resumes operation, to redesign the reactor out-
fall, and to operate L-Reactor In a way that assures a balanceg
biological community (n the lake. The Record of Decfs
this EIS will state any m(t(gatfon measures that wil taken
prior to or after the restart of L-Reactor,

Thermal Effects and M{t{gation

FK=2 The draft statemant acknowledges on pages 4-8 to 4-10 that the See the response to comment FK-1,

effects of releasing hot cooling water to S5teel Craek at
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Comment Comments Responses

number
temparatures ranging up to 80°C (176°F) and at a rate of about The Record ot Declsion praepared by the Dapartment of Energy on
12 times (ts natural average flow would e!iminate this stream this final E1S wi)] consider a number of factors {n reaching a
and {ts assoclated wetlands as a llving environment as far decision on the [(mplementation of a specific thermal! mitiga-
down-stream as the Savannah Ri{ver, We concur with the con- tlon measure, These factors wil) Include the i{mpacts from
clusfon on page 4-12 that, among the alternatives considered, t+hermal discharge as wael}{ as costs and the need for defense
complete recirculation through coolf{ng towers would be pre- nuclear materfals, The restart of L-Reactor will comply with
tarred, This alternative would reduce both the temperature and the cond(tions of an NPDES parm{t (ssued by the State of South
quantity of flow discharged to Steel Creek to within the non- Carolina, and radfoactive releases from L-Reactor wil! meet DOE
lethat range and would also avold resuspensfon and transport of radiation protection standards that are comparabie To those of
radlocesium to the Savannah Rlver, NRC (10 CFR 20) for a productlon facflity (i,e., 500 mi)lirem

to the whole body in any one calendar year).

FK=3 The other alternatives, which would not reduce temperature and A number of factors are delineated fn this EIS with respect to
quantity of flow at the point of discharge to the environment, thermal mit{gation measures, The (nformation provided demon-
would simply shift the lethal effects to other streams and strates that the sum of the capltal, operating/maintenance, and
apparently would be more expensi{ve than coollng towers. power loss costs averaged over a Z0-year period for lakes with

spray cooling and the dfversions o Pen Branch, for example,
are less than half of those for cooling towers. The cooling-
take alternatives, which would afford some protection to
wetlands and fisherles and reduce the Transport ot radiocesium,
are lass costly [n comparison with cooling-towar options,

The diversions to Pen Branch are the only two thermal mitiga-
tion alternatives considered (n this EIS5 that would divert the
thermal discharge to ancther stream, These two alternat{ves
are markedly less expensive than coollng towers having complete
recirculation,

FK—4 The likelihood of the seasanal! occurrence of fog and/or any Saction 4,4,2 of the EIS has been modified to reflect the
other micro-climatic changes caused by the direct dlscharge of maximum range of range of fogging, Icing, and salt depositlon
the heated cooling water (nto Steet Creek should be presented conditions resulting from cooling tower blowdown, These
fn the f{nal statement, {mpacts are minor and bound similar effects from the other

cooling-water alternatives,

FK=5 In tha draft EI5 the reference to "subsequent mitigation

The draft statement does not clearly (ndicate the range of m
-

jgation alternatives being considersd as "subssguent mitigation
measurses under DOE's preferred alternative.," !f only the

"other alternatives™ listed (n Section 4.,4,2,4 are candidates

for subsequent m{tigatton (l.e,, thermal cogeneratfon, low-head
hydropower, modif{ed reactor operation, fish management and/or
restocking programs, protection of simtlar wetlands, or support

-

manmimncl wae Intandad 4o sabland 2t A8 +ha +harmal midsl ‘?!v"

maasurss” was Intendad o retlsct al! of the therms! mitiga
measures fn Section 4.4.2 (l,e,, alternative coolfng-water
systems and other alternatives). Thls reference has been
clarified tn the final EIS,
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FK-6

TSR

FK~7

of fisherf{es ressarch), then adequate compensatfon for lost re~
sources would not be avatlable, Should +he range of "subse~
quent mitigation measures" be wider {n scope than Indicated
above, certain of the predicted impacts could be reduced in the
long=term. For example, switchover to full recirculation cool-
ing towers would Ind{cate wetland recovery agafn and reduce
{mpfngement and entralnment, However, a direct dlscharge re-
start, even with (mplementation of this environmentally "best"
subsequent mit{gation measure, would result In {mmedfate loss
ot 15 years of post-recovery successfon (n the Steel Creek sys-
tem, It also would add to the permanent {mpact assoc(ated with
delta growth, Scoured sediment from Stee! Creek would be

denos{ted over wotlands, Increasing elevations and changling

substrate types, such that posf-shufdoun recovery would no+
necessarlly reflect pre-operation communit{es or values,

Certatn of the mitigation optlons presented In the draft state—
ment do not conform to the Fish and Wildlife Service's MIt(ga-

tfon Pollcy as published (n the Federal Register on January 25,

1981, The policy establishes four resource catagor(es to
establish m{ti{gation levals consf{stent with the fish and wild-
life resource values Involved, The floodplain habitat to be
impacted by the L-Reactor restart falls (nto Resource Category
2 as habltat "of high value for evaluation specles and {s rela-
tively scarce or becoming scarce on a natlonat basls or in the
ecoregion sectlon,” The mitigation goal for this category
calls for no net loss of in-kind hab{tat value. MNone of the
replacomant mitigation alternatives which Include restocking
fmpacted fish species, protecting waettands simflar to the Steel
Creek Swamp system, and conducting or supporting fisherfes
research meet the stated mftigation criterla, Howaver, certain
of thess mitligation options, particularly restocking of Im=
pacted fish specles, would be a viable option to pursue as mit-
tgation for the projected Impingement and entrainment (mpacts,

Therefore, we do not concur with the preferred alternat({ve of
operati{ng L-Reactor wi{th direct discharge of coolng water [nto
Steel Creek and subsequent mitlgatlon measures. The fish and
wildlife resource [mpacts assocfated with this alternative are
clearly Idontifled {n the draft statement and Include the loss
of 1,000 acres of wetlands and associated functions and
Increasas (n {mpingement and entrainment of Savannah R{ver
fishes,

The EIS presents the predicted impacts of [mplementating the
thermal mit{gation measures efther prior Yo or aftter the re-
start of L-Reactor, Implementation of a cocolfng—water mitiga-
tTion system atter the restart of L-Reactor (dentiffes the loss
of the post recovery success(on {n 5teel Creek In the EIS,
Some fncreased sedimentation from flow effects would occur and
primarily effect the rate of delta growth, Imptemantation ot
an alternat(ve cooli{ng-water system affer the restart of
L-Reactor would agalin allow successfonal recovery of (mpacted
areas,

The Fish and Wildlffe Service's Mitligation Pollcy provides a
framework for mf(tigation recommendations by Service employees,
This polfcy does not preclude or condition the "balancing" of
potential environmental consequences and other cons{derations
by other Fedaral agencles (n thalr decistons based an NEPA
documentatton, To ensure that the Department of Energy f(n
reachfng 1+s Record of Declsion on this EIS fs aware of the
Service's classificat{on, this tinal €IS has been modified to
tnclude approprf{ate statements that the floodplain habl+tat to
bo effected s considered by the Service to be a Rasource
Category 2,

Also see the response to commant FK-t,

See the response to FX-1 regarding coollng-water mit{gation
atternatives,
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Commant Comments Responses
number

FK-8 We recommend the complete recirculation of cooling water The recommendation fs acknowledged, The direct discharge pf
through mechanical-draft cooling towers which f{s (dentified {n cooling water as documented in the EIS [s not expected,
the draft statement as the "preferred alternative to minimize howaver, fo result in the loss of archeologlcal resources.
the adverse environmental effects of use of river water, {(mpact Also see the response to comment FK-2,
of thermal effluents, loss of habitat and wtid!lfe, water con-
tamination and loss of archeological resources,"

FK=-9 We strongly recommend this alternat{ve coupled with tnterim The partfal production options, or combinatfons of options, can
implemantation of the two most efficlent partial options ne{ther provide the needed defanse nuciear materiails require—
(accelerated use of the Mark 15-lattice at SRP and production ments nor tully compensate for the Joss of the material that
of 5 percent plutonium=240 at N-Reactor) as the only would be produced by L-Reactor,
alternative that would avold signlficant environmental damage
before start-up,

\\_\

FK-10 1¥, however, DOE retains thelr selected alternative because of The Department of Energy s cocperating with the Fish and W(ld-
documented overriding national securfty concerns, then we re— tife Sarvice to develop a Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP)
quest that fhey develop an appropriate plan to mitigate project plan for the Steel! Creek system with the Implementation of fTe
impacts, We recommend that DOE contact the Fleld Supsrvisor, praferred thermal mit{gation system for L-Reactor, The HEP
Charleston Fleld Office, Fish and Wildlife Service, Post Office will {dentify the value of habitat to be galined or lost with
Box 12559, Charleston, South Carolina 29412 (803-724-4707; FTS implementation of the preferred L-Reactor cooling-water alter-
6771-4707) to discuss and develop a mitigation plan, native for use (n assessing further mitigation, |f requlred

DOE will (mplement additional mit{gative moasures that might|be
tdentified through the HEP process dependent on Congressiona
author(zatfon and appropriation,
Groundwater Contamination
FK=-11 it is stated on page 4-55 that an amalysis has been made of the Reference Durant and Brown (1970}, cited on page 445, provides

consequences of a class 9 accldent; (.e., one having low proba-
bility but potenttally great sever(ty. The analysis was re-
portedly made on a basis comparable to that currently used to
assess such accidents for llght-water reactors, However, the
results of the analysis as reported In the environmental state-
ment (App. G) do not I[nclude the potenttal for a meltdown of
the core through the basemat of the reactor, |f such an

an "Analysis of Postulated Core Melftdown of an SRP Reactor,"
This reference speclifically addressed on page 60 tha possible
minor penetrati{on of concrets floor surface and demonstrated
that no significant depth ot concrete floor would be pane-
trated., In particular, partial cooling of any moiten fuel mass
at elevatfon - 40 #t could be provided by five separate systems
tdentifiad on page 35 of Durant and Brown (1970), and would
preclude the possibility of penetrating the concrete basement
fioor,
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FK=12

FK-13

occurrence Is svenly remotely possible, the statement should
evaluate potent(al groundwater (mpacts and thelr aitigation,
1f such an event {s completely Impossible, this should be
stated,

A scoping letter by Alfred H, Vang, Executive Director of the
South Carotlina Water Resources Commission, on page K-127, re—~
fers to the exfstence of a large number of wells on the project
s{te prior to the establfshment of the SRP, Mr, Vang writes
that the current status of these wells Is unknown; there s
concern that (f They were {mproperly sealed, they might provide
avenues through which contaminants could move from shallow
water-bearing zones I(nte the major aquifers at greater depths,
Our review of the environmental statament has not revealed a
response to this concern, The statement should adequately ad-
dress the current status of the pre—project wells and evaluate

the potential for related groundwater tmpacts.

tt+ (s stated on page F-88 that uranfum found In the contamf-
nants of the M-Area seepage basin will require about 700 years
to reach groundwater, The analyses of Tables F-14 and F~15
indicate that mercury and nitrate have already reached ground-
water in apprecfable amounts., The statement should discuss the
ultimate fate of the uranium, mercury, nitrate and other signi-
ficant constftuents such as lead that may reach groundwater
later,

These systems {nclude the confi{nement heat removal system
tnstalled {n 1979 as noted {n Appendix J,

The text of Sectlon 3,4,2,3 has been modifled to reflect this
concern,

Chapter 5 of the EIS has been modifled to provide a clearer
discussion of the Incremental releases from support faci{lities
of radfoactive and nonradiocactive discharges to the F-, H-, and
M-Area seepage basins,

With respect to the M-Area settling basin, present discharges
to the settling basin will bo discontfnued by April 1985, and
will {nstead be treated by a wastewater treatment plant In
accordance with a State of South Carolina NPDES permit, The
migration of mecury and ni{trate {s d{fferent than that for
uranium, The quantitfes of uranfum In the solls of the M-Area
do not mifgrate In the same manner as n(trate and are expected

to become assoclated with the clay materf{als (n the subsurface
harsiiea nf ide ralativaly hiah dl:'{'rlhn“'fgn Pﬂnff!c!enti

UTLUUST Ui 413 1 S ra i YRy A MYl awad LOC

Ultimately the urammfum Is likely to restde (n the basal Con~
gares and upper Ellenton clay units, which are thick, effé
confining unfts throughout the SRP, The small quantitfes of
mercury and lead, and the quantities of nifrate that may reach
the water table will be removed by Interceptor/recovery wells
as part of the planned remedial action program for the M-Area,
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Table M-2, DOE responses fto comments on Draft EIS (continued)
Comment Comments Responses
number
FK-14 The total groundwater flux through the SRP area (s safd to be The FEIS has been revised to reflect current SRP ground-water
about 100 cubfc meters per minute, which (s about 1,7 times the pumpage from the Tuscaloosa, as well as (ncremental and cumula-
sum of any projected use for L-Reactor and the current use (n tive use projections (Appendix F, and Chapters 4 and 5), In
the area (page 4-7, page F-7) and F-72}, The statement should 1982 the SRP withdrew about 23,8 cubfc meters per minute; In
make clear how much of the total flux (s actually avaflable to 1983 this value Increased to 27 cublc meters per minute, Proc-
walls without having signfflcant eftfects on regfonal water ess water conservation practices and the placing of factli{ties
levels and surrounding wall use - particularly downgradfent on stand-by will reduce the S5RP withdrawal rate to about 25.4
wells. Hydrographs of Tuscaloosa and Ellenton wells on page cublc meters per minute including pumpfng In L-Area and {ncre-
3-35 suggest a falrly close correlation between f{ncreases (n mental pumping at tacllii{ti{es supporting L-Reactor operation.
withdrawal rate at SRP and water-level trends, We suggest that {f L-Reactor was placed on stand-by approximately 4,9 cubic
the fmpact analyses should project areally extensive declines meters per minute used fn support of L-Reactor operation would
in water levels that will result from increased withdrawals and not ba required, When the DWPF and FMF are operational the
predict where water levels will eventually stablltize, total withdrawal rate by SRP (s expected to [ncrease to about
26,4 cubfc meters per minute, This compares to a value of 37,8
cubic maters per minute suggested by Siple (1967} suggested as
a practical upper pumping |I{mft for 1960 walls when SRP was
pumping about 18,9 cubic meters per mfinute.
For conservatism, the ground-water flux through the Tuscaloosa
at and adjacent to SRP (s estimated to be 51 cubfc meters per
mtnute, the lower bound estimate of Marine and Routt (1974),
In 1983, ground-water withdrawal within thelr study area was
about 38,5 cubfc meters per minute (11,5 from offsite users and
27.0 trom SRP) which {s about 75 percent of the estimated
flux, Thus, pumping at SRP does not appear to be depleting the
Tuscaloosa Aquifer, but rather water levels are responding to
pumping by developfng a new equflibrium plezomateric surface,
Also sae the responses to comments AJ-1 and 8T-7, ’
FK=-15 The sorptive properties ot sedimentary matertfals beneath the Based on studf{es on SRP seepage basins, measured distributfon

SRP are sald to mitigate impacts of radfonuclfdes moving
through these matertals {e.g., page B-31), The statement
should discuss fon-exchange capaclities and other psrtinent pro-
perties of the varfous types of sedi{ments, {ndlcating typlcal
values or ranges of vatues, In add(tfon, previous operations
have provided sufficlent history of radlonuclide movement at
the SRP so that the signiffcance of the sorptive capabflities
of the sedimentary materi{als fn place can be assessed sepa-
rately from the mere retarding (nfluence of groundwater fiow;
this distinction will be significant in anticipating delayed
impacts,

coefficlents (Kd) of elements In typical SRP solls are:

Elament Kd
Sr 100
Cs 730
1] 60
Pu 1400
Am 1000
Cm 1000
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FK=16

FK-17

Low concentrations of chlorinated solvents have been found i(n a
Tuscaloosa water production wel| {(page 5-6), High concentra-
tTions have been found in *he shallower groundwater of the
M-Area (pages F-88 through F-90), Mitigatlon at present con-
sists of pumping the contaminated water from the shallower
agulfers and using a pllot airstripper facility to {mprove the
groundwater qualfty, The efflclency of this method, probable
degree of recovery of contaminated groundwater and potent(al
for increasing concentratfons of the chlor{nated solvents fn
the Tuscaloosa aqulfer should be assessed,

Radioactive Releases to Streams

We found no mentfon of the possibility of severe leaks In the
heat exchangers f(n the discussfon of accldents, Small leaks of

raactor orocasg water (nto the nnon-fhrnuﬂh coaling water In

reguy LLeRsE A2 Wy wa

the heat exchangers are stated to be the cause of routine
radloactive releases to Steel Creek (page 4-25), This rafses
tha question of whether severa leaks are also possible and, if
so, whether they could occur coincidentally with any accldents
affecting the core and the reactor process water, In any case,
acci{dental releases of radionucltdes [n liquids dfscharged to
Steal Creek should be discussed and the maximum quantitfes that
could enter the Creek should be est(mated, Although the resul-
ting Immediate dose may be smaller than that due to afrborne
emissfon, the release of long-lfved radfonuclides to streams

For other alements, whare K4 values are not avaflable, Kg Is
conservat{vely assumed to be zero (i.e.,, alements will not be
retarded by ion exchange and will move af the velocity of
gl‘Gunu watoer J. Ground=water velocities [n the \HC{ﬁffy of SRP

seepage basins typfcally range from 0,15 to 0,30 meter per day
and distances to outcrop areas range from 365 to 1220 meters,

The remedial actlon program for the M-Area consists of nine
200-foot deep fnterceptor/recovery (1/R) wells and an atr
stripper with a capacity ot 1.5 cubic meters per minute, abou
1.8 times that of the current discharges to tha M-Area settli(
basfn, This system {s expected to remove about 30 tons of
chlorinated hydrocarbons per year durfng the flirst few vears ol
operation; thereafter the removal rate will decrease as the
contaminant concentratlions decrease, The cone of depressicon
resulting from pumping by the I/R system wil| be extens{ve,
For example, the area within the 3 meter drawdown fsopileth is
expected to have an area of several hundred acres after 10
years of pumping. The remedfal actfon program fs desfgned to
prevent and el{m{nate any sign(flicant concentrations of
chlorinated hydrocarbons fn the Tuscaloosa Aquffer,

Both the State of South Caroiina and the EPA are activeiy
fnvolved (n the review of ground-water protection measures
frciuding the remedial actlon program at SRP, The ground-water
protectlon program will be the subject of a separate NEPA
raview,

Severe leaks of moderator to the cooling-water (n the heat
exchangers can bs readlly detacted by redundant radfation
detactors on the ef fluent slide of the heat exchangers, If
abnormal radiation levels are detected, the reactor would be
shutdown for remedfal action, The remain{ng heat exchangers
{total of 12) would provide sufffctent capac(ty to remove decay

heat,
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will be a matter of contfnuing concern for years after the
avant (as (n the earller releases of radfocesfum) and should
not be overlooked,
Conf Inement

FK-18 In general the subject of conflinement versus contailnment The ef ficfency of the confinement system can be preserved
systoms for the L-Reactor fs not within our expert{se; howsver, during and following the most severe accident possible, In
one subject Is significant fo groundwater resources, This (s particular because of the Conf(nement Heat Removal System which
the retention of particulate matter and radi{cfodine, for which was Installed (n 1979 as noted In Appendix J. The operabliity
tha proposed conflinement system {s safd to have an efflclency of the conf{nement system has been evaluated extensivaly In
of more than 99 percent, 1f this efficlency can be preserved Durant, el al. {1966) and Durant and Brown (1970} as noted on
during and following the most severe accldent possible, we have page 4-45 of the draft EIS. The probabflity of f{ssion product
no adverse comment, The confinement heat-removal system also ralease {n conjunctfon with an {noperable conflnement system,
provided should afd [(n protecting groundwater by ensuring the estimated on page 47 of Appendix G, Is cons!dered so low as to
efficlency of the afrborne-activity confinement system and exclude {+ from detalled analysis fn the EIS,
controlling to soma extent radioactlive flulids,
Spectfic Comments

FK-1% 2,1.,3., Information regarding the retative deffclency In pro- Qualitative and limited (nformation on the need for weapons-
duction of needed nuciear materfals ty use of the combination grade plutonium Is presented (n Chapter 1; this chapter has an
of two partfal options {accelsrated use of the Mark 15-lattice axpanded discussfon on need to the extent permitted by law,
at the Savannah Rfver Plant (SRP) and production of 5 percent Quantitatfve (nformation on defense mater{al requirements,
plutonium=-240 at N-Reactor), as compared wi{th L-Rsactor, Is Inventories, production capacity, and projected material short-
needed to provide a better base from which to judge these pro- ages s classifled,
duction optfons, 1f this s not classified informatfon, 2 per-
centage figure of projected matertal production defifciency
should be prasented herse,

FK~20 4,0, The preferred alternative (s operating L-Reactor with the The (ntroduction to Chapter 4 has been modi{fied to fndicate
direct discharge of cooling water and subsequent mitligatifon the preferred cooling-water mitligation measure,
measures, DOE should fdentify these subseguent mitigation
measures (n tha final statement,

Fi(=21 4,1,1,5, Cooling-water reservoir (186-Basin), Some substan- Flushing the sediment from the 186-Basin wil) only temporarily

tfatfon of the statement that there (s no evi{dence of detr(-
mental I[mpact from annual processing basin ftushing should be
presented, Although removal of sediment load from adjacent
waters Is a natural river swamp functlon, sediment loading,
such as described In a masstve flushing effort, could overioad
the system, Contributfon to delta growth as predicted should
not be constdered as pressnting no detrimental Impact,

Increase the suspended load in Steel Creek to tavels simflar to
those experlenced during periods of high runotf, As noted in
Section 4,4,4, which discusses alternative methods of 186-Basin
sludge removal, the total amount of sludge removed annually
from the basin {s about 110 tons, Flushed [nto Stee! Creek,
this sediment will not "overload the system," nor will {t con-
tribute apprecf{abty to the delta growth,
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FK=-22

FK=-23

FK~24

FK=-25

FK-26

FK=-27

4,4,2,3, Some alternat{ves f{nclude alternat{ve cooling-water
systems that will be lncorporated {nto L-Reactor operation
after Inlttal restart with direct discharge Into Steel Creek,

Thoss alternatives should clearly identidy the {mmediate and

direct loss of 15 years of blological successfon fn the Steel
Creek system as a slgniffcant (mpact,

4,4,2,4, Table 4-34 « Yearly operational and total costs for
mit{gation alfernatlves, The resfocking alfernative should

Tnctude costs associated with future studies needed to deter-—
mine the success of the stocking effort,

4,5, |f DOE consfders the loss of 300 jobs as a factor In the
evaluat(on of the no~action aiternative, then consistency
should be mafntained throughout the document, and Jjobs created
by the various alternatfves (1,e., coollng tower construction)
shouid aiso be inciuded as factors in the evaiuation of thess
alternatfves,

5.2.4.1., Table 515 = Distribution of forested wetlands for
the principal sfreams of fhe SRP, Beaver Dam Creek should be

fnctuded In this table, 5Since this sectlon deals with (ncre-
mental and cumulative I(mpacts, another column break(ng out
forested watlands that are st{ll recovering from thermal
{mpacts would be appropriate,

6,1, The Mftigation Study Inftiated by DOE (n agreement with
the State of South Carolina warrants Inclusfon and discussion
{n this sectlon,

8.0, It should be clearty stated that this sectfon only ad-
dresses the base case alternative and the analyses contalned {n
the subsections that follow would be signi(ficantly different
for alternatf{ve actions.

T

Sectlon 4.4,2 and Appendix | have been modffled to Indicate
that (mplementatlon of coollng-water mft(gation after the
restart of L-Reactor will resuit In the loss of biological

succession {n the Steel Craek systom,

The costs listed {n Table 4-34 of the draft EIS provide a
comparison batween the three mitigatfon alternati{ves. The
ostimated S-year cost for fishery research primarily Included
collection of data on selected anadromous fish species and
support for development of sturgeon culture techniques, This
research would be necessary to support a determination of the
success of the restocking effort, Shouid the decisionmaker
declide to adopt the restocking program as a mitigative measurs,
more detalled costs would be devaloped to assess the longer
tarm success of the restocking program,

Section 4,4,2 has been modtifted to provide an estimated max(mum
number of construction personnel assoclated with each coolln
water alterantive,

Table 5=15 of the Draft E!S praesents the distribution of
torested wetlands for the principal streams of the SRP, Beaver
Dam Creek {s a man~made canal, and thus I|s not considered to be
a principal stream, Forested wetlands of the Stee! Creek eco-
system that are recover{ng from therma! (mpacts are discussed
in Sectlon 3.6,1.2 and Appendix C of the EIS,

The EIS has beon modifted to include provide a discussion of
the thermat mitigation study In Sectlon 6.1.4,

Chapter 8 of the EIS has been mod!fied to discuss unavoidable
and irretrfevable (mpacts of the reference case and the

preferred alternative,
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FK-28 8,1/8,2. Delta formatilon raesulting from L-Reactor represents a In 1951, prior to the establishment of the Savannah Rlver

permanant change la the nature of the wetlands In the Steel Plant, the vegetatlon of the Stes) Cresck ecosystem ((.e,, delta

Creek system, By virtue of changling elevation and substrate, and swamp) was characterized by a closed canopy of mature

acologlcal succession on the delta after termination of cypress and tupelo (Shar(tz et al., 1973), Thesa flora were

L-Reactor operation will not necessarily proceed to a recovery advarsely (mpacted from 1954 to 1968 by the prior L-Raactor

communi{ty with the same characteristics or values that existed thermal discharge, Since 1968 when discharges from the

prior to this perturbation. In this regard, delta formation L-Reactor terminated, the Steel Creek ecosystem has become

constitutes both an (rreversible and {rretri{evable comm(+ment revegetated through a process of natural vegetative succes-

of resources as well as a long-term {mpact that should be slon, Structurally, the post-recovery vegetation (s markedly

addressed under Sectlon 8,1, and 8,2, different from the closed canopy of cypress and gum, and is
characterized by scrub—shrub watlands of willow and button
bush, Some remnants of the original forest, however, are stillt
prasent, Although the restart of L-Reactor without cooling-
water mit(gation would adversely [(mpact the existing scrub/
shrub wetlands, this would not constitute an frreversible or
Irretrevable commitment because these flora could become
established agaln through the process of natura} vegetative
succession,

Summa

FK-29 The operation of the L-Reactor poses unclear risks to ground- As discussed (n response to comment FK-1, In thi{s final EIS the

water and the preferred altternative will have significant and
unsatisfactory effects on fi{sh and wildlife resources {ncluding
thelr habitat,

| # DOE nel{ther selacts machanlical draft cooling towers nor
devalops a plan to adequately miti{gate for (mpacts to fish and
wildlife resources, then the Department of the Interior may
choose to refer this project to the Counclil on Environmental

Quality pursuant to 40 CFR 1504,

We hope these comments will! be helpful to you (n the
preparation of a f(nal environmental f{mpact statement,

Sincerety,

Bruce Blanchard, Dfraector
Environmental Project Roview

Department of Energy has {dent{ffed a preferred cooling-water
alternative; to construct a 1000-acre lJake before L-Reactor
resumes operation, to redesign the reactor outfall, and to

operate L-Reactor {n a way that assures a balanced blologleat——"
commun i v in thae laka ln additian *ha Nomnarbmant will e

SR B P F ANy il Wl 7 NN T D UOPGr TroiEl Re v e WO

workfng with the U,S, Fish and Wildl(fe Service {n using HEP t
tdent(fy and [mplement further habl{tat mitigation measures In
conjunction with the preferred coollng-water mitigation aiter-
native, Further, a separate NEPA review wil}l be conducted on
the SRP ground-water protection program,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF JOHN C, VILLFORTH, DIRECTOR
National Center for Devices
and Radfologlical Health
Food and Drug Admin{stration
Rockvilie, MD 20857
Mr. M, J, Stres, 11
Asslistant Manater for Health,
Safety and Environment
U.5. Department of Energy
Savannah R{var Operations Office
P. 0, Box A
Afken, South Carollna 29801
Dear Mr, S{res:
The National Center for Devices and Radfologfcal Health Staft
has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
related to the L-Reactor Operation at the Savannah River
Plant, DOE/E15~0108D, dated September 1983, Our staff has
evaiuvated the pubiic heaith and safety impacts assoclated with
the proposed restart of L-Reactor operations, and has the
following comments to of fer:

FL-1 1. The design of the reactor systems and radiologlical waste Comments noted.
management as descrfbed (n Section 2,2,2,5 provida adequate
assurance that radiocactive matertals fn the offluent will be
maintained as low as reasonable achfevable (ALARA), |t appears
that the calculated dose to individuals and to the population
from affluent raleasec from L-Reactor operations and from othar
nearby nuclear facilit(es fs within current radfatfon
protection standards,

FL=2 2, The anvironmental pathways fdentiffled In Section 4,1.2 and Comments noteds The revised Summary (n thts EIS contains

deplcted In Figure 4,6 cover all possible em(ssfon pathways
that could {mpact on the populatfons [n tha environs of the
fac(lity, The dose computational methodology and assumptions
(Appendix B} used (n the estimatfon of radlation exposure *to
Individuals and to populations within B0 km, of the Savannah
River Plant have provided the means to make reasonable

the cumulative total body doses from L-Reactor operatfons and

other nearby facflitfes; howaver, these doses are contalned (n
the narrative rather than fn a table sim{lar to that of Table

5=-19 (n the draft EIS,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

FL~3

FL-4

estimates of the doses resulting from normal operation of the
L-Reactor and [ts support facllftles. Results of these calcu-
latfons are shown {n Appendix B, Tables B=«7 through B-48,
Summary of the dose commitments are shown (n Flgures 4-12,
4-13, 4-14, 4-17, 4-18, and 4-19 and Tables 5-11, 5-12, and
5=-19, These resufts conf{rm that the calculated doses meet the
radfological design objectives. We note that the Summary con-
tafns a Table S5-1 which s a summary of the maximum {ndividual
and regfonal population total body doses from operation of the
L-Reactor and SRP support facli!i(tfes and {s the same as Table
5=12, We belfeve [t would be helpful to alse include Table
5=19 fn the Summary which contains the cumulative total body
doses from L-Reactor operations and other nearby facllities,.
Inclusfon of this table (as Table $-4) would provide the reader
with the means to readily assess tha add{tl{onal (mpact of the
L-Reactor operations as (t relates to the cumulative {mpact on
total-body fndividual and population doses from other nearby

-----

3, Discussions fn Sectfon 4,2 and Appendix G on the environ-
mantal f{mpact of postulated accidents are considered to be an
adequate assessment of the radfatf{on exposures and health
{mpacts of atmospheri{c relsases, I+ (s noted in Appendix G,3,3
that an onsite Emergency Operatfons Center has been establ{shed
and {s maintained at SRP to provide (mmediate and finformed
response to mitigate the consequences of any site accidents,
The oraesentatfon In Appandix H on offsite amargancy planning fs
consfidered to (1) contaln the essentfal elements for rasponding
to emargency sftuatlions and (2) provide for notification and
coordinatfon with the South Carclfna countfes and the States of
South Carolfna and Gecorgta,

4, The radlological monitoring program as presented {n Sec-
tions 6,1,}, 6,2.2, 6,2.3, and 6,2,4 appears to provide ade—
quate sampling freguency I[n expected environmental exposure
pathways, The analyses for specific radfonuclfdes are cons(d-
ered sufflciently Inclusive to (1} measure the extent of emis-~
sfons from the Savannah River Plants, and (2) verify that such
emisslons meet the applicable radfation protection standards.

Comments noted,

Comments noted,
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Table M-2. DOE responsaes 1o comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Commants Responses
number
FL=-5 We are pleased to note that DOE In July 1983 Inftiated a Coplas of the study when (Tt {s avaflable will be sent fo your

two-year program to determine the envfronmental effects and
signiflcance of coolfng-water intake and discharge supporting
operations of all SRP production reactors (L, K, L, and P) and
the 400-D area coal fired plant. In particular, we are
interested (n the radfonuclfde remobilfzatfon, depositfon, and
aeffects and the radiation worker epidemiologfcal studies., We
would appreciata recefving coples of the study when they are

avallable,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this
Draft Environmental Impact Statement,

Sincerely yours,

John €, Yillforth

Director

National Center for Devices
and Radlologlcal Health

of f lce,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Rasponses
number
STATEMENT OF T, TRAVIS MEDLOCK
Attorney General
The State of South Carolfina
Columbta, South Carolfna

M. J. Sires, 11! Assistant Manager
Health, Safety and Env{ronment
U.5. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Qffice
Post Offlce Box A
Afken, South Carolina 29801
Dear Mr, Sfres:
This office has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact State-
ment prepared for the restart of the L-Reactor, as well as the
commants subm({tted by other government agencl{es, private groups
and private cltlzens, Based on this review, | have concluded
that 1 concur with the recommendat{ons of the Env{ronmental
Protection Agency and others that the Draft EtS fs unsati{sfac-
tory fn Its present form, My areas of concern relate primarf{ly
to the (mpacts of reactor operatfons on groundwater and on the
waters of Steel Creek, and fo the reactor's production of
hazardous waste,
In my opfnfon, the Draft EIS should be strengthened {n the
following areas:

FM=1 1. The need to obtafn an NPDES permit under & 402 of the

Federal Clean Water Act needs to be given fuller treat-
ment., The prior NPDES permit did not exempt onsite
streams; {t [gnored the reactor!s [(mpacts on those
streams, The DEIS alsc should mention that a federa)
regulatfon, 40 CFR 122,47 (a) (2), prohfbits the develop-
mant of delayed compllance schedules for recommencing
discharges such as the L-Reactor. In view of these defi-
ctfencles, the statement on p, 7-7 that DOE antfcipates
receiving the permi{t by the end of the year presents an
{naccurate pfcture of the prospects for a legal restart.

Section 4.4,2 of the EIS, which discusses cooling-water mitiga-
tion alternatives, has been revised based on public comments
recelved on the draft £1S, Specifically, Section 4,4,.2 has
been revised to provide a detafled discussion of additional
comblnatfons of varfous coollng-water systems, In Sectfon
4.4.2, each of the cooling~water mittigatfon systems (s
evaluated for attainfng the thermal discharge limits of the
State of South Carolina, Sectfon 4,4,2 and a revised Appendix
1, Floodplafn/Wetland Assessment, dfscuss the wetland fmpacts
of each of the systems considered.
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number
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FM-2

2, Full consideration of the prospect of the L-Reactor re-
ceiving an NPOES perm{t (s nacessary to place the restart
on a real(stic timeframe which (f followed, would permit
other mitfgation activities., Since [t does not appear
possible that the reactor restart could occur as soon as
the DEIS projects, the DEIS should gfve further attentfion
to mitigation (n other areas,

3., The discussfon of cooling-water alternatives should fully
relate each proposed alternat{ve to State temperature
standards for Class B streams. A comparison of each
alternative with the State standards would appear neces-
sary for the decisionmaker or the public Yo understand the
effectivaness of the listed alternatives.

4, W(th regard *to groundwater contamf{nat{on, a number of
deflciencles have bean noted {n the comments of EPA and
Dr. Sternberg, among others, which we adopt and (ncor-
porate by reference. |In particular, while the DEIS men~
tfons the 33% increase {n effluent wolume at the Fuel
Fabricatfon and Chemical Processing Facilfitfes, it should
devote more attention to planned mitigatfon of the effects

of nresant and future of fluante Tha ractart chonld ha
ar pr vToang TS, e

more fully related to DOE's larger efforts to resolve
groundwater problems at SRP, We would also note that
Sen, Hollings, (n sponsoring the bill which led to
Congress' requiring an EIS, spectffcally suggested that
groundwater mitfgation optfons by covered (n detatl,

These, fn summary form, represent the comments of this office
on the DEIS, We recommend that you glve close consideration
to the other comments submitted, especially those submitted by
EPA and the varlous state agencies,

Please let ma know what you plan to do with these and other
comments submitted on the DEIS ty State officlals and others,

The Department of Energy has been reviewlng and evaluating
altternative coollng-water systems for L-Reactor. Based on
these reviews and evaluations, and consultations with repre-
sentatives of the State of South Carolina regarding a mutually
agreed upon compllance approach, a preferred coollng-water mft-
fgation alternative (s fdentfflted In this EIS, This preferred
cooling~water alternative fs to construct a 1000-acre lake be-
fore L-Reactor resumes operatfon, to redesfgn the resactor out-
fall, and to operate L-Reactor In a way that assures a balanced
biologfcal community fn the lake. The Record of Decision pre-
pared by the Department on this EIS will state the cooling-
water mit(gatfon measures that will bs taken which wil! allow
t-Reactor operation to be {n complifance with the conditions of
an NPDES permit to be fssued by the State of South Carolina,

Several modi(fications have been made to this ffnal EIS based on
the comments recelved, 1In addi{tf{on to the modificatlons to the
discussion of coolfng-water mitigatfon alternatives, this final
EIS provides additional data concerning ground water as well as
a description of the SRP ground-water programs I(n which the
State of Scuth Carolfna (s partic(pating.
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Comment Commants Responses
numbar

Thank you for your consfideration.

S{ncerely yours

T. Travis Medlock
Attorney General

T™: rmr
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996-N

STATEMENT OF ¥V, 1, MONTENYOHL
January 30, 1984

Mr, M, J. Sfres, |11

U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Office
P.0, Box A

Afken, S.C. 29802

Dear Mel:

First an apology., | looked over the varfous reports that you Commants noted.
have sent me, but | haven't had ti{me to write you comments

unt{l now, {'m sorry about the delay, However, | don't think

a recital of all the things that kept me from writing unt{l) now

would be helpful,

First, a few comments about "Envi{ronmental Consequences of
Restarting L-Reactor, Savannah River Plant, Afken, 5.C. -
Voiume 1 = August 1983:%

1, The first f(tem l{sted under each topic in Sectfon 2 might
better bs labelled "Allegations," rather than "S5tatements and
Commants,® A casua) or carelass reader might m{stakenly assume
+hat the "Statements and Comments' had some officlfal basis,

2, In toplc 2.5 "Ground Water," mention (s made of the fact
that new Type ! || storage tanks have not leaked., Howavar,
thara s no mentfon of the solidificarion of the wastes (n the
older tanks; with the wastes solfdifled, the material does not
leak from the tanks, even (f a leak path should occur,

3. In the same topic (t wasn't made clear that the chlorinated
solvents that leaked Into the ground water were degreasing sol-
vents from metal fabricatfon, and not assoctfated with the pro-
cessing of radiloactive materials, The same risk of leakage of
degreas(ng solvents probably occurs at hundreds (perhaps thou-
sands) of places fn the country where such solvents are used.
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Comment

number

Commants
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4, The topic 2,10 "Radfation Dose Calculatfons"™ contains the
usual allegations about the Impact of tong-term exposure to
low=lavel radfation, DOE might well point out that most of
varfes with alt{tude, the releases from SRP can be expressed as
the equivatent (n radfoacti{ve exposure to an increase (n local
altftude, 1 recall! having the calcuiation made several years
ago for tritium releases; In that case, the result of the cumu-

lative releases was comparable to Increasing the alt{tude of

SRP and neighboring area about 7 Inches, |f you had the calcu—
tation made for all releases, my guess would be that the total
{mpact would be comparable to an altftude (ncrease of a fow
feet. Obviously, [f your critics were sincere, they should
{mmediately urge the evacuation of Colorado and New Mexlco,
They should also worry about the exposure of flight ¢rews on
most afriines,

My only other comments (whi{ch t(es In with the other report you
sent = "Draft Environmental impact Statement, L-Reactor Opera-
tion, Savannah Rfver Plant"} (s my concern over the acceptance
by DOE of DHEC's point-of-origin mon(toring, |f this monltor-
ing {s done (ntelligently, (t can be an advantage, However, (f
the matter (s not handted with some skill, there (s *the risk of
repeating the Vallectitos problem, You probably recatl that GE
used to have a power reactor test station at Vallecitos, Call-
fornta, The site was qufte small, The state of Calffornia
ruted that GE could not release any radloactivity beyond the
sits boundary, Now It happens that weil!l water in the area has
a small amount of natural radioactivity fn tt, As a conse-
quence, GE could not pump water from {ts well and releasse {t
upon the ground, because [t might run across the faence line and
thus violate the control! ruling, even though the water had
never been In the reactor bullding. Ironically, the next-door
neighbor couid have a we!l that he used to water the lawn with-
out betng In violation of the requlation, Hence, one can't
help who was belng protected and from what by such a regula-~
tion, If the close-In mon(toring fs used simply to assure max-
(mum sens{tivity and to assure that no releass of harmful
proportions can reach the publlc, then It can be an advantage,
However, If (t (s (nterpreted (n such a fashfon that the limit
for the monitoring site become the same as the limit for
general exposure of the publfc, then it may be impractical,
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CENTRAL SAVANNAH RIVER AREA
REGIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE MEMORANDUM
A=95 REVIEW AND COMMENT

TO:
Mr, M, J. Stres
Dept, of Energy
Savannah River Operations Offlce
P,0, Box A

Afken, SC 29801

FROM: Mark Senn
CSRA Planning and Development Commission

SUBJECT: RESULTS OF REGIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW

Applicant: Department of Energy
Project: L-Reactor Operatfon - Afken, 5,C.
Clear{nghouse Control Number: GA, 83-09~27-001

The Reglonal - level review of the above referenced project has Comments noted,
bean completed and the following comments made:

x This proposal (s considered 1o be cons!stent wi{th
Regfconal and local plans, programs, and policles
concerning such projscts,

This proposal (s recommended for further

development subject to the following

recommendations,

This proposal (s not recommended for further
development based on the following rationale,





